Because of a programming error, some of the results presented in our published paper [1] are incorrect. Here we revise Figs. [1] [2] [3] [4] 7, 8 and some of the associated discussion, including the final column of Table I . The conclusions of the paper are mostly unchanged, and in some cases improved, despite large changes in some of the intermediate results. Figures 1 and 2 show the observable muon spectra for the IceCube experiment, resulting from the given neutrino spectra; the new curves all fall less steeply with energy than before. Above 1 TeV, the new curves are higher by up to an order of magnitude. Below 1 TeV, the new curves are slightly lower for ''All Muons'' (meaning a trigger on all muon tracks), and an order of magnitude lower for ''Muons (Contained Vertex)''. Thus, the statistical uncertainties will be improved when muons above 1 TeV are used, which is preferred, since this is well matched to the 1 TeV threshold required for resolving showering events. (Previously, we had argued that using a muon threshold of 100 GeV was statistically beneficial, at the cost of some model dependence; this argument is no longer necessary.) As before, contained vertex muons offer a more robust neutrino energy estimate than do the throughgoing muons that dominate the all-muons sample, although the statistics of the all-muons sample is better. The rate of the contained events is still about 1=10 of the all-muons sample, but now the absolute statistics of both are more favorable.
Figure 3 reveals graphically the most important results of our paper. They show the expected ratios of muon events to showering events (all events other than muon-track events), as a function of the e fraction of the neutrino flux. The IceCube experimental efficiencies are folded into these figures. Thus, these figures provide the map from the incident flavor fraction onto a direct experimental observable, and vice versa. (We assume $ interchange symmetry, which is supported by inferences from neutrino oscillation results.) The qualitative message of these figures is the same as before: an IceCube measurement of the muon/shower ratio can determine the flavor content of the incident neutrino beam with sufficient precision to study neutrino physics and astrophysical dynamics. While the normalizations of the new curves are quite different, the statistics are increased, so that the final conclusions are quite similar. For example, consider an incident e fraction of 1=3, as expected from pion decay, and note the predicted muon/shower ratio. Using the dashed and dotted lines, corresponding to the uncertainties, note also the range of different incident e fractions that would give the same muon/shower ratios. In this standard case, the e fraction would be deduced to be in the ranges 0.25-0.40 and 0.14 -0.50 for the two fluxes in the new Fig. 7 (100 GeV muon threshold), and 0.24-0.41 and 0.12-0.52 for the two fluxes of the new Fig. 8 (1 TeV muon threshold). The ranges quoted in the published paper were similar: 0.26 -0.37 and 0.18-0.44 for the lower muon threshold, and 0.22 -0.42 and 0.09-0.61 for the higher muon threshold. The muon/shower ratios in the final column of Table I should be changed from the original values of (9, 1.5, 40, 14) for e -fraction (0.33, 0.75, 0, 0.2), to (3, 1.0, 5, 3.7) for the same e -fractions. Thus, while the normalizations of the curves have changed, the precision with which the flavor ratios can be measured has not. 
